INTRODUCTION
This paper highlights various critical emerging issues facing UK and European Union (EU) regions in the context of Brexit, issues which as yet are little articulated and underdeveloped in current policy debates on either side of the English Channel. In terms of regional issues, we will argue that Brexit is likely to make the UK's interregional inequalities worse than they are, while at the same time also inhibiting the sub-national governance devolution agendas that the UK government itself advocates. These conflicting pressures are to some extent also reflected in official UK government documents in which the placebased dimensions of government policy are only weakly developed in comparison with sectoral interests that dominate the picture, as is currently also the case in Brexit debates. Most UK localities have no role whatsoever in the Brexit negotiations and have received no real guidance from central government, the result of which is that local and regional authorities are currently largely on their own in terms of thinking and planning for Brexit.
This paper surveys the types of actions and activities that local, city and regional authorities within the UK are undertaking in response to Brexit. On the basis of this survey, we reflect on the ability of different sub-national bodies to design and implement local industrial and development policies suitable for the post-Brexit context. We also discuss some Brexit-related issues facing regions in other EU countries and outline some of their major concerns.
The paper is organized as follows. The next section discusses the relationships between Brexit, UK interregional inequalities and current sub-national governance trends. It then surveys the different actions and activities currently being undertaken by different UK sub-national governance tiers and bodies, and follows this with a short review of some Brexit-related activities at the sub-national level taking place in other EU member states. The paper then reflects on the extent to which the current UK sub-national governance institutional set-up is fit for purpose in the post-Brexit context, especially in comparison with other European counterparts, and it identifies the key themes and principles that need to be embedded in any future post-Brexit UK urban and regional policy framework. The paper ends with some brief conclusions.
BREXIT, UK INTERREGIONAL INEQUALITIES AND SUB-NATIONAL GOVERNANCE
A very powerful Leave narrative at the time of the UK Referendum on EU Membership on 23 June 2016 was the idea that the 'metropolitan elites' of London were the major beneficiaries of EU membership, while the majority of the population did not benefit from such membership. Judging by the frequency with which this argument was put forward by both politicians and the general public in the pre-Referendum media coverage, it is clear that this argument gained real traction in many arenas. Yet, while this argument was very persuasive, it has been shown to be entirely wrong empirically. This was first demonstrated by Los, McCann, Springford, and Thissen (2017a) who showed that the UK regions that voted Leave tend to be more dependent on EU markets for their prosperity than those regions that voted Remain. This broad pattern holds true both when calculated on the basis of local gross domestic product (GDP) or local labour income (Los et al., 2017a) . Overall, there is a clear correlation between greater local dependency on EU markets and the share of the Leave vote, especially in the Leave-voting regions of the Midlands and North of England which are also amongst the UK's economically weakest regions. Furthermore, if we expand this analysis and consider all the Brexit trade-related risk exposure of each UK regionincluding all UK-EU global value-chains connected to third countries -we see that this same broad pattern is still very evident. The regions that voted Leave, and especially the economically weaker regions, tend to be more exposed to Brexit trade-related risks than the regions that voted Remain. In contrast, the wealthier Remain-voting regions of the UK in and around the London economy as well as in Scotland are both less dependent on EU markets for their prosperity and less exposed to wider Brexit trade-related risks than the economically weaker Leavevoting regions .
Obviously the actual regional and national outcomes of Brexit on the UK and the EU will depend in part on the final form of Brexit. For most of the time since the 2016 Referendum the discussions have largely been about four broad forms of Brexit, namely, the so-called Norway model, the Swiss model, the Canada/South Korea model and the World Trade Organization (WTO) model, with most analyses assuming that the likely adverse economic consequences of Brexit on the UK become progressively more serious with this ordering. Meanwhile, the likely regional impacts of these four main types of Brexit are all discussed in detail by Los et al. (2017a) . In addition, two other possibilities have recently emerged in mainstream public debates, namely, a hybrid 'Chequers Plan' model proposed by Prime Minister Theresa May and a 'No Deal' scenario. The Chequers Plan is something of a combination between the so-called 'Jersey model' (Springford & Lowe, 2018 ) and the Swiss model (Springford, 2017) , and this model aims to keep goods and agricultural commodities in a common UK-EU customs set-up while excluding services. On face value, a simple sectoral view would suggest that the likely impacts of the Chequers Plan would appear to be less severe for regions specialized in manufacturing than for more service-oriented regions. Indeed, research arrives at similar conclusions, although not specifically related to this plan (Dhingra, Machin, & Overman, 2017; Fingleton, 2018) . However, the high levels of value-chain integration at the local level between services and manufacturing (Los et al., 2017a ) means that such services versus manufacturing-type conclusions do not necessarily hold. Meanwhile, the consequences of a No Deal scenario are generally regarded as being catastrophic for the UK as a whole, and especially for many of the UK's weaker regions that tended to vote Leave (The UK in a Changing Europe (UKICE), 2018), due in particular to the rupturing of cross-border just-in-time (JIT) supply chains in regions already deeply embedded EU-wide value-chains (Bailey, McCann, & OrtegaArgilés, 2018) . Indeed, a large majority of other research using different data sources and modelling techniques has also subsequently come to similar findings that the likely impacts of Brexit will more adversely affect the weaker regions of the UK (Borchert & Tamberi, 2018a Cambridge Econometrics, 2018; Clarke, Serwicka, & Winters, 2017; Gasiorek, Serwicka, & Smith, 2018 ; House of Commons Exiting the EU Committee (HoCEEUC), 2018; Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR), 2018; Levell & Norris Keiller, 2018; Los et al., 2017a; Brewer & Quest, 2018; HM Government, 2018b) , largely irrespective of the form of Brexit.
These adverse implications of Brexit for the UK's weaker regions are also likely to be exacerbated by the fact that many of these regions have greatly benefitted from EU Cohesion Policy over more than four decades. The EU Structural and Investment Funding Streams are to be terminated post-Brexit. Annually, the EU Structural and Investment Funds currently invest on average some €2.5 billion in the UK, a figure that rises with domestic co-financing to over €4 billion, and to over €10 billion per annum if we also include European Investment Bank 1 investments (Ayres & O'Brien, 2018) . 2 These funds tend to be weighted somewhat more towards urban areas, and especially urban areas in the UK's weaker regions. At the same time, if we also include the implications of the withdrawal of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) from rural areas, these figures then become even more significant because the UK's allocation of CAP funds currently amounts to over €3.2 billion per annum. In addition, with Cohesion Policy, the funds allocated to UK rural areas and maritime areas for promoting economic development and structural transitions amount to some €770 million, respectively, plus some €300 million of domestic UK co-financing, leading to an annual total funding stream of over €1 billion for economic development in UK rural and maritime areas (Ayres, & Brien, 2018) . All these funding streams, which currently amount to over €11 billion per annum, and over €14 billion per annum if we include CAP, are to be terminated after Brexit.
Brexit, therefore, has the potential to make the UK's interregional inequalities, which are already amongst the highest in the industrialized world, to become much greater than they already are. This is because Brexit is likely to make the trading position of the UK's weaker regions significantly harder that it already is, and therefore these regions will have to restructure and adjust much more than wealthier regions in order to maintain their competitiveness and prosperity. Yet, these Leave-voting regions are also those that tend to be less resilient to economic shocks and also more reliant on EU regional, urban and rural development funding streams. Their industrial structures tend to be more specialized and narrowly defined than more prosperous regions, they display lower levels of technology and skills, their levels of global connectivity tend to be much lower than in more prosperous regions, and their governance autonomy and flexibility also tends to be much more limited than in many of the wealthier UK regions. Indeed, this has already been very much the pattern of UK regional responses to the 2008 Global Financial Crisis (Centre for Cities, 2018). In contrast, the UK's more prosperous regions that voted Remain tend to be more resilient to economic shocks because they are more globalized in their trade orientation, more sectorally and structurally diverse, with higher levels of knowledge activities, skills and connectivity.
Yet, the fact that the UK's peripheral and economically weaker regions voted so strongly against their own economic interests to many observers appears puzzling. Part of the reason could simply be that the 'metropolitan elite' argument was never seriously challenged during the EU Referendum debates. Indeed, the only evidence on this issue emerged a week or so before the vote took place (Springford, Los, McCann, & Thissen, 2016) . However, more likely, the reason is that voting patterns depended on a complex range of other issues, in which these critical trade-related arguments were almost entirely lost (Los et al., 2017a) . Whatever the reason, it remains the case that while all parts of the UK economy are likely to be adversely affected by Brexit, the adverse effects will probably be much harsher in those economically weaker regions with a more limited ability to adjust to the shocks. In all likelihood, the result will be even greater interregional imbalances within the UK than already exist.
The likely post-Brexit widening of the UK's interregional imbalances must be a major cause of concern for politics. Dissatisfaction and disengagement from mainstream politics is likely to worsen significantly if Leave voters in particular, who felt they were voting to improve their livelihoods and the prosperity and viability of their local communities, subsequently find that in the post-Brexit context their communities are even more adversely impacted than in the pre-Brexit context. Before the Brexit vote, the recent aim of central government has been to develop more of a place-based approach to UK policy, with an increasing emphasis on helping weaker regions to reorient themselves towards new development trajectories by providing more local decision-making powers (HM Government, 2017b) . However, Brexit appears to have stalled or even reversed many of these decentralization and devolution processes.
Brexit is nowadays dominating, and to a large extent completely overwhelming, the vast majority of UK current government thinking and activities. The scale of the Brexit challenge facing the UK means that many other aspects of governance have been largely put on hold while the Brexit process continues (Bloomberg, 2018) , and this situation is likely to continue to prevail for several years into the future. In such a complex and uncertain environment in which the UK's long-run fiscal balances are also likely to deteriorate (Emmerson, Johnson, Mitchell, & Phillips, 2016) , the need to control and coordinate government activities naturally leads central government to try to centralize and control 'in-house' all government activities and initiatives, as far as possible. This tendency towards centralization and control is all the stronger in a state such as the UK, which is already highly centralized and extremely topdown in terms of governance decision-making systems. This is because, unlike in federal countries, there are few, if any, countervailing institutions to resist or oppose these centralization pressures, and this is especially the case in England. In the devolved administrations of Scotland and Wales, there are efforts to acquire power that were previously the remit of European policies such as agriculture, fisheries, and urban and regional policy (Menon, 2018) . In England, however, except for a very few localized efforts for Brexit-related exemptions, 3 sub-national government has almost no influence and plays almost no part in the Brexit negotiations. The only possible exception here is the effort to maintain some special post-Brexit status for the financial markets in The City of London. 4 This effort is very much the remit of central government, although it is supported by heavy local lobbying as, unsurprisingly, the impacts of any such deal would be felt primarily in London. Ironically, for all the media profile and political efforts going into securing such an exemption, this sector only has a relatively low level of risk exposure in comparison with many other UK sectors (Los, Chen, McCann, & Ortega-Argilés, 2017b) .
In extreme political economy circumstances such as Brexit, these centralization processes might not necessarily be a problem per se. However, the problem is that these centralizing Brexit-related governance pressures are taking place at a time when the UK government is also explicitly advocating movements towards greater sub-national governance decentralization and devolution. This is a policy agenda that began in earnest from 2013 onwards and the cornerstones of the agenda were the city-region devolution deals and the Northern Powerhouse programme (McCann, 2016) . The momentum behind the devolution agenda increased rapidly throughout the period 2013-16, but then has largely stalled since the EU Referendum. The combined authority (CA) mayoral elections that took place in 2017 were based on policies that were already developed before the EU Referendum, but since then almost no new devolution-related policy initiatives have taken place and few, if any, are currently on the horizon. Moreover, the downgrading of the long-term expectations for the UK's public finances, in part as a result of Brexit (Emmerson et al., 2016) , and the continuing austerity policies, have meant that local government finances have been heavily curtailed. At present, much of UK sub-national government, and within England especially, has very few resources, with little power and with very limited influence Interregional inequalities and UK sub-national governance responses to Brexitover central government. Indeed, it is no surprise that the morale of local council leaders regarding the likely impacts of Brexit is at a low ebb (Helm, 2018) , with pessimism the highest in the Leave-voting regions outside of London and the South East (New Local Government Network (NLGN), 2018). Indeed, the present analyses give good reasons why local council leaders in these regions ought to be especially concerned. At the same time, the hiring of new public officials and civil servants is dominated by the need to expand central government's capabilities to deal with Brexit. As such, the Brexit-induced governance centralization processes go precisely against the decentralization and devolution agenda that was being encouraged by the UK government over recent years.
From a medium-and long-term policy perspective, the national government's contradictory positions on Brexit and sub-national governance militate against any real clarity or effectiveness in policy-making. The possibilities for genuinely structured, analytical and strategic thinking about the future of UK regional and urban policy have become very limited because such thinking is constantly running up against conflicting or contradictory political or operational pressures. On the one hand, government centralization could be argued to be essential both for negotiation control and also to be able to develop UK-wide standardized policy-setting for the post-Brexit era. On the other hand, the regional shocks that are likely to be induced by Brexit ought to mean that now is a time requiring serious advances in UK urban and regional policy development. Yet, a current concern in many quarters is that efforts at genuinely long-term and outcome-oriented policy design are becoming dominated by Brexit-induced political thinking driven by short-term political considerations, and these concerns are not without substance. Indeed, it was this type of short-term political thinking that in 2010 gave rise to the abolition of the English regional development agencies (RDAs) and their replacement by local enterprise partnerships (LEPs), a policy decision that took place without any real serious or structured thinking about the long-term implications of the abolition decision. Today, there are still genuine concerns regarding the extent to which the 'Northern Powerhouse' agenda is maintaining its earlier momentum and doubts about the seriousness with which central government currently takes programmes such as the Northern Powerhouse or the 'Midlands Engine'. This is all the more concerning because these two programmes also include many of the Leave-voting areas that are so vulnerable to Brexit. Apart from some limited policy initiatives in the area of planning and housing, central government's momentum behind the subnational devolution agenda appears to have largely stalled for the foreseeable future, except possibly in the arena of industrial policy.
The possible new place-based dimensions of UK industrial policy were first discussed in detail in the Green Paper entitled Building Our Industrial Strategy (HM Government, 2017a). The Green Paper included discussions about the need for new sub-national meso-level institutions within the UK that are capable of designing and delivering a devolved approach to industrial policy decisions at a more local level. For urban and regional analysts, these ideas represented a very welcome step forward in thinking and suggested a possible change of trajectory for sub-national governance. However, following an extensive public consultation, in the subsequent White Paper entitled Industrial Strategy: Building a Britain Fit for the Future (HM Government, 2017b), these ideas had been heavily watered down. Discussions regarding possible new meso-institutions has all but disappeared and instead the focus shifted to the development of 38 local industrial strategies to be led either by city-region mayors in the newly formed CAs, or by the LEPs in other areas. In contrast to the earlier Green Paper, the tone of the White Paper appears to have moved away from place-based and sub-national institutional reform priorities and much more towards 'big science' themes with limited sub-national institutional implications. Evidence of this shift from place-based to sectoral narrative comes from the fact that, in simple raw terms, the share of discussion and analysis of place-based perspectives and dimensions fell from just under 15% in the Green Paper to less than 10%. To what extent is this shift due to pressure and lobbying from strong sectoral interests or to a lack of clarity on the part of city-regions regarding their future post-Brexit roles and missions is not clear. There have recently been new devolution arrangements agreed for the North of the Tyne and Sheffield City regions, and there are some ongoing discussions about devolution-related matters. 5 The government 2017 election manifesto also proposed a devolution framework, although nothing concrete has as yet emerged. A new UK Shared Prosperity Fund to replace EU Cohesion Policy in the UK has been announced, but there is little or no real detail as yet about what this implies in terms of the overall UK sub-state governance or financial system, how this will relate to the UK's complex patchwork of local development institutional arrangements or how this might operate alongside local industrial strategies. There have been suggestions that this will probably be a competitive fund, along the lines of an expanded version of England's Regional Growth Fund, 6 but whether such a system would best be operated at the level of the UK as a whole, at the level of the four nations or at a sub-state regional level remains a key issue on which there has a yet been no theoretical, empirical or operational discussions. Nor is it clear whether the British Business Bank can replace the role of the European Investment Bank (EIB) or whether some form of regional business or investment banks may be required.
Overall, it therefore remains to be seen what will emerge from these various debates, but the general point still holds that the sub-national decentralization and devolution agenda which was already in train before the EU Referendum appears to have largely stalled, while at the same time Brexit now provides four serious challenges to the long-run development potential of the UK's weaker regions. First, almost all the available evidence suggests that the UK's interregional inequalities are likely to increase precisely because of Brexit and this leads first to an economic challenge of trying to reduce these inequalities or to limit their growth in the long run. Second, Brexit leads to a political challenge regarding the responses to public expectations because this is not what Leave-voting regions were led to believe in the EU Referendum debates. On the contrary, many sections of the general public in economically weaker regions were persuaded that Brexit would improve their local prosperity and fortunes. Third, Brexit has created an enormous governance challenge because the hyper-centralization induced by the Brexit negotiation process has stalled and in many ways reversed the earlier governance decentralization and devolution trends evident before the EU Referendum. Fourth, there is now a serious institutional challenge because while there has been some progress in governance (Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG), 2017; HM Government, 2018a), many LEPs still have no real capacity to design or deliver serious long-term and effective local industrial policies, especially in the weaker regions and in the aftermath of Brexit. These four challenges ought to prompt a nationwide rethinking about what the optimal or appropriate scale of sub-national governance in England, at least, might be (McCann, 2016) . However, as we have already seen, central government has as yet taken no real steps to respond to any of these four challenges. The responsibility for addressing these issues has therefore shifted to local and regional sub-national or sub-state bodies with very limited powers and no real potential to influence national debates (Menon, 2018) . It is many of these institutions that are the most acutely aware of the implications of Brexit for their communities and also the most concerned to start addressing the challenges and we survey in this paper the types of activities and actions currently evident at the sub-national and sub-state levels.
A SURVEY OF BREXIT ACTIONS AND INITIATIVES WITHIN THE UK AND EUROPE
We conducted a UK-wide survey of Brexit-related policy actions and initiatives using systematic search tools. The survey involved a rapid evidence review of the academic literature, grey literature, online news and websites of relevant government and business organizations between September 2017 and May 2018. These examples were documented and grouped according to the region and stakeholders involved, highlighting the regional differences. In May 2018, we also hosted a series of participatory workshops to explore post-Brexit scenarios with city, regional and national stakeholders. The four workshops took place across the country in London, Birmingham, Leeds and Edinburgh and invited leading academics, policy stakeholders, government officers and business representatives to participate in a series of panel discussions. Over 200 delegates attended the four workshops, which provided a useful platform to 'road test' the findings from our rapid evidence review on interregional inequalities and subnational responses.
In our evidence review, we did not restrict the analysis to any particular size, mode or tier of sub-national governance because the institutional set-up of the UK is very much a patchwork. Instead, we have documented at the level of the 12 NUTS-1/OECD-TL2 UK regions all the major publicized and observable activities, initiatives and actions according to whether they were initiated: (1) at the level of the wider city-region combined mayoral authorities; (2) at the narrower level of the individual town or city; (3) at the local level and initiated by businesses groupings, sectoral bodies or industry associations; and (4) reports and analyses produced by other bodies. The examples reported here reflect some of the key concrete initiatives taking place in each region, and a fuller list of activities including news briefings, political statements and media pieces is available on our project website.
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As shown in Table 1 , there are currently many different types of Brexit-response activities and actions taking place in the different parts of the UK. These activities and actions are almost entirely organized at the local, city or cityregional or devolved administration level with no involvement from central government whatsoever. Indeed, central government has as yet not organized any Brexit-response activities or actions for sub-national government. Table 1 provides an overview of the various types of Brexit-response activities and actions taking place within the UK subnational institutional set-up, broken down according to the region, the tiers of governance, the types of stakeholders and the types of initiatives. The list is obviously not exhaustive, although it is detailed, and presents a broad roadmap of what is or is not taking place. 8 The first thing that is immediately evident is that the Brexit-response activities and actions currently taking place in the different tiers and parts of the UK vary enormously. In general, there is no systematic or coherent schema underpinning these activities, most of which are organized locally and largely in a rather ad-hoc manner. Nor is there any real evidence of coordination between regions, especially at the larger scale regions. Various discussion-type forums have been established and in different localities aimed at bringing local stakeholders together; some localities have held conferences to debate local Brexit-related issues; and some areas have commissioned local impact analyses and reports to improve the local evidence base around key sectors. Some areas have also started local campaigns aimed at raising Brexit awareness, especially amongst the local business community, while other regions are producing briefing and discussion papers. In general, the devolved administrations of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, along with some of the major city-regions such as Greater Manchester and the West Midlands, have undertaken the majority of the Brexit-response activities. In contrast, when surveying the UK sub-national governance landscape, it becomes evident that the majority of UK localities have undertaken no Brexit-response activities or actions whatsoever. Indeed, even including the devolved administrations and the CAs, while there have been various Brexit-response activities, across the UK there have been few if any concrete policy-related actions. At this stage, much of what is being undertaken is largely speculative. In part this is because the final post-Brexit UK-EU trading relationships are Forum meet to discuss the steps Northern Ireland businesses are taking to protect and respect human rights (Continued) not known, and partly because the evidence base that is available to local policy-makers has been so limited. Nor has there been any support from UK central government which as yet has not organized any Brexit-response actions or activities for sub-national tiers of government. Awareness even at the local level of most of these Brexit-related activities appears to be minimal at best, and at the level of central government it is almost non-existent. Nor do these local activities appear to have any influence on any of the narratives and debates taking place in the highly London-centric national media. Indeed, the limited, uncoordinated and largely ad-hoc nature of the local activities, their largely undefined roles and objectives, and their almost total lack of influence on the national Brexit agenda is in many ways a reflection of the overall state of UK subnational governance.
If we now consider the Brexit-related issues and implications for regions in other EU member states, we know that it is the regions in Ireland, Germany, the Netherlands and Belgium, in descending order respectively, that are the next most exposed regions to Brexitrelated risks . Except for Ireland, the levels of Brexit trade-related risk exposure in these countries are very much lower than those for the UK regions, while regions in the rest of Europe spanning the Mediterranean, Central Europe and the Nordic countries have only tiny Brexit trade-related risk exposure levels . However, there are still serious concerns in many specific regions, and especially those with longstanding trading relationships with the UK such as regions in Ireland (Morgenroth, 2018) and regions close to the English Channel about the likely impacts of Brexit on their future development potential (European Union Committee of the Regions (CoR), 2018a, 2018b). Given its high levels of Brexit exposure , the Republic of Ireland has developed tools to help firms assess their Brexit risk exposure levels 9 and some local councils in Ireland have set up emergency funding possibilities for firms deemed to be severely at risk from Brexit. 10 Elsewhere, the CoR (2018a, 2018b) undertook a territorial impact assessment of the regional impacts of Brexit followed by a published report that integrated all the EU-wide evidence assessing the likely exposure of Brexit across EU regions. However, for almost two years since the UK's 2016 EU Referendum there has been no regionally based EU-wide coordinated programme of actions or initiatives in response to Brexit, although by the summer of 2018 EU activities in the cross-Channel port areas have been significantly stepped up in order to try to cope with a hard or chaotic Brexit (BBC, 2018a (BBC, , 2018b . In the late summer of 2018, both the UK government (UK Government, 2018) and the European Commission (2018) started issuing policy papers regarding the implications and preparations for a No Deal scenario, but these are largely sectoral with little if any regional dimension to them, except in the case of the UK regarding short-term Cohesion Funding arrangements. As with the case of the UK, there appears to 
THE INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY OF UK SUB-NATIONAL GOVERNANCE
In the post-Brexit UK context, the development of local industrial strategies is one of the main local, urban and regional policy initiatives. These are to be led either by cityregion mayors in the newly formed CAs or by the LEPs in other areas. But how exactly these local strategies are to relate to the National Industrial Strategy, and what the overall future regional policy framework and settings are likely to be are, as yet, unknown. This, therefore, raises the questions as to the competence and capacity of the LEPs, CAs or devolved administrations to deliver such policies. Many arguments suggest that the governance capacity of devolved administrations is reasonably high, especially relating to local development policies. In particular, both government experience and governance settings point to the fact that in comparison with most other parts of the UK, Scotland has the capacity and capability to design, develop and deliver a wide range of policies, including those related to local economic development, in the postBrexit context. Wales has a more limited capacity for devolved governance than Scotland, partly because of both the much weaker underlying economic base and the fewer devolved powers. However, Wales still has far more experience at designing, delivering and managing policies economic development than most parts of England. Both Scotland and Wales have enjoyed longstanding direct contacts with Brussels in a manner that was not possible for many other UK regions, and they are likely to lose almost all these direct lines of communication after Brexit.
The situation in England is somewhat different. Before 2010, EU Cohesion Policy actions and interventions in the arena of local, urban and regional policy were managed by the RDAs, of which there were nine within England, working in conjunction with the regional government offices (McCann, 2016) as well as the three devolved administrations. The RDAs had built up some 15 years of experience in designing and managing local development policies co-financed by EU Cohesion Policy. Indeed, working alongside both central government and Brussels, the shared management experience the RDAs gained was one of the few genuinely multilevel governance arrangements in UK urban and regional economic policy. This experience was almost entirely lost with the abolition of the RDAs and their replacement with LEPs in 2010. Since then, the experience and efficacy of LEPs have been rather varied (Pike, Marlow, McCarthy, O'Brien, & Tomaney, 2015) , to say the least, in all aspects including their links with Brussels, so in institutional-communication terms, the immediate impact of Brexit will depend on the strength of their existing links.
A much greater issue, however, is in terms of the ability of local industrial strategies partially to redress the Brexitinduced increasing interregional imbalances which are likely. Part of the problem is that many LEPs are entirely unsuitable for addressing, or responding to, many of the future economic development challenges facing the UK. Those LEPs that can play a realistic and meaningful role in fostering local development can do so largely because of the places in which they happen to find themselves, and not because of the fact that they as LEPs are the well-designed institutions to play such a role. In particular, those LEPs that are in city-regions which are either already prosperous or are already coordinating well in governance terms are likely to make some positive contributions to local development activities. In contrast, in cases where the local economy is weak or where local government coordination is difficult due to fragmentation or limited capacity, many local LEPs will be largely redundant. Indeed, the scale of the LEPs' budgets and institutional capacity means that these contributions will always be secondary, and in some cases entirely marginal, to the broader city-regional governance and economic picture. In particular, the current fragmented sub-national governance set-up does not encourage or facilitate coordination or cooperation between economically stronger and economically weaker places, except in a few very restrictive contexts. Indeed, even though a delegation of the leaders of the UK's ten 'Core Cities' met with Michel Barnier in early 2018, 11 their ability realistically to influence the trajectory of UK-EU negotiations, which are framed almost entirely within a national or sectoral logic, is extremely limited. These issues will be particularly marked in many smaller towns and also coastal towns, and real concern has arisen regarding the future policy provision of their needs (Jennings, Lent, & Stoker, 2017) . However, the likely impacts on smaller settlements post-Brexit also differ markedly across the country. In general, small towns tend to be relatively prosperous in many parts of the South, South East and South West of England, and many of these are actually more prosperous than even the most dynamic Northern or Midlands cities (McCann, 2016) . In contrast, in the Midlands and North of England, many small towns are really struggling, with low levels of economic development and the widespread hollowing out of town centres (Wrigley & Lambiri, 2015) . In these types of situations, many LEPs will be largely powerless to respond to their local needs, even with local industrial strategies, and the removal of discussions from the industrial strategy regarding any new coordinating meso-level institutions means that the situation is likely to remain largely unchanged for the foreseeable future because there will be no possibilities to link these towns with the city-regions.
The economic and institutional weaknesses of many of these localities is all the more problematic because for the last three decades the local, urban and regional development policy in the UK has been dominated by the logic and architecture of EU Cohesion Policy. A major advantage of EU Cohesion Policy was that it explicitly targeted weaker regions with long-term investment commitments that were largely independent of the politics of the UK national government that happened to be in power at any 16 Chloe Billing et al.
one time or of the lobbying power of particular industrial sectors. Leaving the EU not only will again domesticate the remnants of regional policy but also, more importantly, will almost immediately re-politicize it, making long-term development commitments by the private sector of civil society sectors all the more difficult. This is because for purely political reasons new parties in government will always have an incentive to abolish what went on during previous governments. Such decisions will often be taken without any serious or structured thinking regarding the long-term consequences of the decision, exactly as occurred in the case if the 2010 dissolution of the RDAs and the government offices for the regions. Moreover, in a country such as the UK, with a highly centralized and top-down governance system with few countervailing institutions, the temptation to act in this purely political manner is always very strong.
In the most extreme case, it will also make it easier for central government to abolish, undermine or dissolve regional policy entirely, if it so wishes, even under the guise of promoting cities. Again, the fact that the 2010 government also heavily centralized regional-related policies for England at a national level, almost entirely against the logic and spirit of place-based thinking, combined with the fact that all talk of new meso-level institutions disappeared from the industrial strategy White Paper, means that these are not unrealistic concerns. The tendency for new governments to change policy will make the establishment of long-term policy commitments which are also attractive to both the private sector and civil society -which are essential for any place-based possibility of regional rebalancing -all the more difficult. The national need for institutional reform aimed at devolution and local capacity-building will nearly always be subsumed by the perceived national-control needs of central government.
CONCLUSIONS
The great majority of available evidence suggests that Brexit is likely to make the UK's interregional inequalities worse than they already are, with many Leave-voting regions being especially vulnerable. Although recently there have been some very tentative steps towards a more place-based governance system, the UK's highly centralized and top-down governance system would seem to be uniquely ill-equipped to deal with these eventualities. Moreover, these inabilities are currently exacerbated by Brexit, which is leading to both further governance centralization and also the stalling of many policy arenas, including regional economic development. Unsurprisingly, the UK's sub-national governance system appears to be largely unprepared for the post-Brexit challenges, with the many observed Brexit-related initiatives and activities being largely ad hoc and uncoordinated between localities, reflecting the widespread policy paralysis evident in the UK institutional system. Moreover, the various opposing national and sub-national governance pressures, along with the UK's domestic desire to diverge from EU-related systems and structures, will make it very difficult to design and implement a serious and workable post-Brexit UK regional development framework. A final issue concerns the hypothetical counterfactual case, of whether a different sub-national governance setup in the UK might have permitted a more coordinated and effective response to Brexit at the regional level, and there are four possible responses to this point. First, there are strong grounds for believing that a much more devolved longstanding sub-national governance system may well have limited the interregional inequalities evident arising within the UK (McCann, 2016) , and as such may have lessened the likelihood of a Leave vote in the first place. Second, international comparisons suggest that with a more devolved sub-national UK governance system, the weaker UK regions would in all likelihood have been much stronger than they currently are, and therefore they would have been more resilient to economic shocks than is currently the case. Third, however, international comparisons of other large advanced economies also suggest that the current level of devolution taking place within England is primarily to areas that are simply too small to be effective in responding to major shocks (McCann, 2016) , and serious consideration needs to be given as to how the coordination between CAs as well as between LEPs and CAs can be strengthened. Fourth, it may be that much of the previously existing subnational governance capacity has been withered or destroyed by years of austerity (Bailey & Budd, 2017) and now there is the risk that devolution post-Brexit may further undermine weaker regions unless it is much more heavily underpinned with greater financial and decision-making resources from central government. Taken together, the arguments and evidence presented here suggest that a much more serious sub-national devolution agenda -with far greater financial and decisionmaking resources which also operate at larger spatial scales -is essential for a post-Brexit Britain on economic, political, governance and institutional grounds.
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